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Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opinion.
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PER CURI AM

Najia Rahmani appeals the dismssal of her conplaint and
anended conpl ai nt agai nst two New Jersey casinos all eging several
clains and seeking the recovery of over $3,000,000 in ganbling
| osses. The district court granted notions to dism ss under Fed.
R Cv. P. 12(b)(6) filed by Appell ees Resorts International Hotel,
| ncorporated, and Boardwal k Regency Corporation. On appeal,
Rahmani raises four clains: (1) the casinos owed a duty not to
encour age her to ganble or offer conplinentary services i n exchange
for her ganbling; (2) contracts nmade between her and the casi nos
shoul d be rescinded and her ganbling |osses restored to her; (3)
the alleged forgery of docunents by one casino constituted inten-
tional affliction of enotional distress; and (4) the district court
abused its discretion in denying her notion to anend her conpl ai nt.
W have reviewed the briefs, the joint appendix, and the district
court orders and find no reversible error. Accordingly, we affirm

on the reasoning of the district court. See Rahmani v. Resorts

Int’l Hotel, Inc., No. CA-98-205-A (E.D. Va. July 22 & Sept. 28,

1998)." We dispense with oral argunent because the facts and | egal

" Al'though the district court orders were marked as “filed” on
July 17, 1998, and Septenber 25, 1998, the district court records
show that the orders were not entered on the docket sheet unti
July 22, 1998, and Septenber 28, 1998 respectively. Pursuant to
Rul es 58 and 79 of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, it is the
date that the orders were entered on the docket sheet that we take
as the effective date of the district court’s decisions. See
Wlson v. Murray, 860 F.2d 1232, 1234-35 (4th Cr. 1986).
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contentions are adequately presented in the materials before the

court and argunent would not aid in the decisional process.
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